A DYNAMIC ANALYSIS OF YOUNG WOMEN'SFAMILY FORMATION
DECISIONS*

JulieR. Kraut

Prevention Effectiveness Postdoctoral Fdllow
Hedlth Services Research and Evauation Branch
Divison of Sexudly Transmitted Diseases Prevention
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention

November 12, 1999

* This paper is a chapter of the author’s doctord dissertation. An earlier verson of this paper was
presented a the "Family Structure and Poverty Among U.S. Children: Historical, Contemporary, and
Intergenerationd Perspectives’ sesson of the annua meetings of the Population Association of America,
April 1998. The author thanks David Ribar, David Shapiro, Mark Roberts, Joseph Terza, Mark Hayward,

and Mark Wilhem for hepful comments and discussions.






I Introduction

Recent research has shown that characteridtics of the family of origin (i.e, the family into which an
individud was born and/or in which an individud experienced childhood and adolescence) affect the
subsequent life attainments of adults. In particular, children who grow up in a household with only one
biologica parent are a sgnificantly greater risk of dropping out of high school, having a child before age
twenty, and being "idl€" in their late teens and early twenties, as compared to children who grow up ina
household with both biologica parents. These results are robust across studies controlling for the parents
race and educationd background, their marita status when the child was born, and their subsequent marital
datus. A recent focus on the effects of single parenthood on children's outcomes by socid scientids,
politicians, and the generd public is not surprisng when consdering thet well over haf of the children born
in recent cohorts will spend al or some of their childhood gpart from one of their parents - nearly athird
of infants born today are children of unmarried mothers, and of the children born to married parents, about
45% are expected to experience thar parents divorce before reaching age 18. The consequences of angle
parenthood juxtaposed with the prevaence of families headed by single parents have led to a resurgence
of interegt in the effects of angle parenthood and the factors contributing to the intergenerationd transmission
of family sructure.

The negative consequences asociated with spending time in a angle parent family may be
reproduced through the intergenerationd transmission of family structure. Thus, the relevant question is
whether family structure is reproduced across generations. This paper examines how family sructure of one

generdion affects the family formation decisons of the subsequent generaion. In particular, the focusisthe



effects of family characteridics, induding measures of family structure and family income, on young women's
non-marital childbearing decisons.

Non-maritd childbearing among young, never-married women may be considered a low qudity
outcome due to the negative socioeconomic consequences associated with experiencing this event (Ribar
1994; Geronimus and Korenman 1992).* In particular, young mothers are less likdly to finish high schoal,
more likely to fadl into poverty, and typicaly forgo better job opportunities and marriage prospects.
Trandtionsto thisfamilid role during teenage and early adult years may be especidly detrimentd to recent
cohortsin light of the increesing wage digparity between low-skilled and high-skilled workers. To the extent
that motherhood may predlude women from completing high schoal or college and increasing their skill sets,
thereisalarger opportunity cost to fertility today. The non-maritd birth dso has negative consequences for
the child, as unwed motherhood increasss the likelihood thet the mother will fall into poverty, which, in turn,
impliesthat the child will livein poverty. To the extent that the incidence of non-marital motherhood among
adolescent and young adult femaes may be mitigated through particular palicy interventions, it isimperdive
that research continues to study the determinants of this event.

This paper uses data from the Univeraty of Michigan's Pand Study of Income Dynamics (PSID)
to empiricdly investigate how family structure, and especialy how exposure to sSngle parenthood, affect
young women's fertility behavior. This sudy complements and extends previous studies on the effects of

family structure on young women's family formetion trangtions in severd ways. Firs, there are severd

! Cross-sectiona analyses have suggested that adolescent childbearing has severe socioeconomic
consequences for young women. However, when unobserved family background heterogeneity is
controlled for, the estimated effects of teen fertility on socioeconomic well being are often reduced, but
nonethdess il exis.
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advantages of using the PSID. The length of the pand period of the PSID dlows for a reatively more
comprehendve et of income controls. More specificdly, it provides information on the levels and changes
of family income during early childhood and adolescence, as opposed to previous studies that could only
consder family income during a girl's adolescent years. Previous studies include rich dynamic measures of
familid organization to capture detailed histories of family structure from birth through early adulthood.
Although these studies recognize the need to control for income variaions resulting from changes in family
sructure, most are plagued by lack of data. Previous studies conclude that family structure histories have
aggnificant impact on whether females experience early trangtions to family formation. It isimportant for
policy purposesto find out if there is an independent effect of family income hitories on this trangtion.

The PSID enables condruction of dynamic measures of family structure and family income during
an individud's childhood and young adulthood. Dynamic measures of family structure and family economic
resources permit a contrasting and testing of the economic deprivation, socidization, socid control, and
ingability and change hypotheses. These are four mgor hypotheses propased for why children from single-
parent families may be more likely to become single parents themsdlves.

Second, this gudy employs an invesments-in-children framework to examine the process by which
family gtructure affects young women's family formation trangtions. There exists avast body of empirica
literature documenting the effects of family structure on young women's family formation decisons while
there exigs little empirica research on the process by which family structure affects these outcomes. An
understanding of the process may be useful for designing policies amed a discouraging early family

formation trangtions. In addition, this framework emphasizes that family economic resources, which affect



children's outcomes, include parentd time inputs as well as monetary inputs. Mot of the previous literature
only condders family income as a potentia economic determinant of young women's family formation
trangtions.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section Il provides a discusson of the four
hypotheses and an overview of exiding empiricd sudies on the effects of family sructure on young women's
non-marital childbearing. These studies are illudrative of specific key developments in the evolution of
intergenerational anayses of thistype. Section 111 discusses the theoretica framework, the data, and the
empirica gpproach used in this anayss. Results are reported and discussed in Section V. Concluding

remarks arein Section V.

I1. The Effects of Family Structure on Y oung Women's Non-marital Childbearing
Hypotheses

The most commonly proposed hypotheses for the effects of family structure on young women's
childbearing outcomes are the socidization, socid control, and ingtability and change hypotheses. The
socidization hypothes's, usudly emphasized by sociologidts, stresses the importance of role models. The
premise of this hypothessis that women who grow up in non-intact families are socidized differently than
women who grow up in intact families. Children' s notions of gppropriate behavior and their patterns of
interacting are influenced from an early age by their experience in the home (Musick and Bumpass 1997).

For example, the role model presented by a single mother may increase the likdihood that daughters of



sngle mothers, as opposed to daughters from two parent families, become single mothers when faced with
a premarital pregnancy. The single mothers may make bearing or rearing children outsde of marriage
appear feasble, legitimate, or even desirable (Wu 1996).

Another component of the socidization hypothesis stresses the importance of the absence of the
male role model in one-parent families. Proponents emphasize that it is the aosence of afather figure that
increases daughters dependency on maes and hence, increases the likelihood of premaritd births.
However, empirica research does not support the father-absence hypothess (Musick and Bumpass 1997).

The socid control hypothes's, dso stressed by sociologists, focuses on the effects of family
gructure specificaly during the adolescent years. The absence of at least one biologicd parent may
undermine parenta authority and socid control of the remaining parent/guardian, thus leading children to
rely more on their peers, which in turn, may lead to earlier trangtions to adult roles. Indeed, Single parents
are found to exert less supervison and control in some domains than married parents, and stepparents are
less engaged socialy and emotiondly with their stepchildren. Single parents, regardless of gender, appear
to be structuraly limited in their ability to control and make demands on children without the support of a
coresdent adult. Furthermore, stepparents, regardless of gender, seem to hold a different structurd position
in the family than biologica parents. (Musick and Bumpass 1997). The socid control and socidization
hypotheses are competing explandtions of the effects of family structure on young women's family formation
trangtions, the former stresses the effect of family structure while agirl isa risk of early family formation
outcomes, whereas the latter emphasizes the effect of family structure prior to time at risk.

A third explanation, the family ingability and change hypothes's, focuses on family events and their



consequences for family organization and dynamics. A disruption of family structure (eg., a divorce or
remarriage) may cregte a sense of emotiond uncertainty in children and adolescents about their rdationship
with ther parents and thus, may induce offspring in search of more tability to become sexudly active
prematurely which, ceteris paribus, increases the likelihood of a non-maritd birth.

While there has been extensive research on the effects of family structure on therisk of a premarita
birth, much less attention has been paid to the effects of economic deprivation - that young women from
disadvantaged economic backgrounds may be more likely to bear a child out of wedlock than those from
economically advantaged backgrounds (Wu 1996). Wu discusses and tests three economic deprivation
hypotheses: (1) alow income hypothesis; (2) a permanent income and trangtory income hypothes's; and
(3) an income leve and income change hypothess.

The low income hypothesisis that girls from disadvantaged economic backgrounds are at a higher
risk of a premarita birth because they possess fewer or less attractive economic opportunities. In other
words, this hypothes's focuses on the effects of poverty itsdf. Single parents have less economic resources
(eg., time and money) to invest in their children, which may affect the characterigtics of children aswdl as
influence thair perceptions of the parenta household. Low incomeis associated with limited opportunities
and is seen as leading young women to early parenthood as ameans of escaping hardship and establishing
an adult identity. Differences in marriage and fertility may be due to the different economic opportunities
faced by those raised in poverty and those from more economicdly advantaged backgrounds. Alterndively,
low family income may proxy depressed labor markets or other socid conditionsin poor neighborhoods.

In this case, poor job prospects may lower marital prospects for women and, as a result, increase their



duration of exposure to anon-maritd birth. Findly, poverty has been identified as a key factor driving the
intergenerationa transmisson of sngle motherhood, when consdering unwed mothers are more likely to
fdl into poverty and sngle mothers and their children have fared particularly poorly in economic termsin
recent decades.

A second income hypothess, the permanent income and trangitory income hypothess, focuses on
the effects of uncertainties generated by unexpected fluctuations in family income, net of absolute income
levels. Ungtable economic circumstances in the family of origin will introduce uncertaintiesinto afemae's
assessment of the opportunity costs of a non-maritd birth (e.g., forgone education, reduced earnings,
poorer marital prospects, etc.). Therefore, some women may prefer an otherwise less desirable outcome
(e.g., sngle parenthood) thet is feasble in the short term to more desirable but less certain long-term
outcomes (e.g., better schooling, maritd, job, or career opportunities). Hence, the greater the variability of
income in the family of origin, the greeter the risk of a premaritd birth (Wu 1996).

A find income hypothesis, the income leve and income change hypothes's, emphasizes the direction
of family income change as opposed to income uncertainty. More specificaly, measures of variahility weigh
positive and negative income deviaions equaly. However, postive income deviaions may not have the
same effect as negdive income deviaions of the same magnitude. Therefore, dedining rather than uncertain,
economic crcumgances in the family of origin may increase the likelihood that an unmarried pregnant
woman will prefer a known short-term outcome (i.e., bearing a child out of wedlock) over increasingly

unattainable alternatives (e.g., attractive schooling, job, or career opportunities).



Previous Literature

Mog of the literature on family formation trandtions of young women finds that family structure of
the family of origin plays a ggnificant role. The timing of these trangtions varies for children from differing
family settings, women who are raised in anon-intact family (i.e,, missng a least one biologicd parent) are
more likely to have a birth before 20 years old than women raised in an intact family (Michael and Tuma,
1985; McLanahan and Bumpass, 1988, Kiernan, 1992). More specificaly, women who resided with
Sepparents or in families with neither biologicd parent are more likely to make thistrandtion a an early age
than women who grew up in single parent or intact families (Michagl and Tuma, 1985; McLanahan and
Bumpass, 1988; McLanahan and Sandefur, 1990). In addition, women who experienced a parentd marital
disruption during childhood or adolescence are more likely to have a premarita birth (An, et. d., 1993).
These results are found even controlling for family background factors (Michad and Tuma, 1985;
McLanahan and Bumpass, 1988; McLanahan and Sandefur, 1990), the woman's own educational
atainment (McLanahan and Bumpass, 1988), and economic circumstances of the family (An, et. d., 1993;
Wu 1996; Haveman and Wolfe, 1994; McLanahan and Sandefur, 1994). All of these studies, despite the
use of different data and various estimation methods, have concluded that family structure is a Sgnificant
determinant of young women's family formation trangtions.

Many of these earlier studies have attempted to test the described hypotheses and severd studies
have reached conclusionsin support of one hypothesisin lieu of the others. However, their conclusions may

be tenuous since the studies were plagued with data limitations and poor measures. For example, many of



these sudies had difficulty testing the economic deprivation hypotheses snce many widdy used longituding
data sets do not include accurate measures of family income during a girl's childhood and adolescence.
Ingtead, a father's socioeconomic status (Wu and Martinson, 1993) or parents education (McLanahan and
Bumpass, 1988) served as proxies of family economic resources. These may be considered weak proxies
to the extent thet there is awide income distribution within occupations as well as within education levels.

In addition, many studies used Stic (i.e., measured a or near age 14) measures of family structure
and family characteristics when examining the intergenerationd tranamission of family structure, thet cregtes
severd problems. One, static measures do not distinguish between distinct groups (e.g., a never-married
mother-only family, a recently disrupted mother-only family, and a mother-only family with multiple
disruptions) and two, they ignore changes after the age in which the variable is measured. Also, a child's
cognitive and socid skills change with age and hence, parentd absence may have different consequences
a different ages (Wu and Martinson 1993). Earlier sudies thet relied on static measures of family structure
hed difficulty distinguishing between various family structure hypotheses (e.g., socidization, socid control,
and ingability and change). For example, the socidization hypothess predicts that the outcomes of children
of never-married mother-only families should be different than those of children of recently disrupted
mother-only families, whereas the socid control hypothesis predicts that the outcomes should be the same
for children in any mother-only family. However, the indability and change hypothesis predicts that
outcomes should be different for children of never-married mother-only families and children of mother-only
familieswith multiple disruptions.

More recently, there have been attempts to overcome some of these limitations. McLanahan and



Sandefur (1990) incorporated dynamic measures of family structure from age 14 and over in their sudy of
the effects of race, ethnicity, and characterigtics of the family of origin on three early family formation
outcomes. teen marriage, teen parenthood, and premarital parenthood. They find that characterigtics of the
family of origin, including family structure, gppear to be important determinants of early family formation
among women. However, this sudy misses rdevant family structure and family income information during
awomean's childhood and early adolescence. Family structure and family income may have amore powerful
influence on these outcomes at earlier ages, when parents have more direct control over their children, than
a later ages.

Measures of family structure during childhood and adolescence are constructed by Wu and
Martinson (1993) to examine the relative importance of family events, family structure changes, and the
duration spent in particular family dructures, on the risk of a premaritd birth. Family inggbility resulting from
multiple family disruptions gppears to Sgnificantly increase the risk of ateenage premarital birth. However,
information on family incomeis not available in The Nationd Survey of Families and Households (NSFH),
thus limiting the ability of Wu and Martinson to contrast hypotheses on economic deprivation and family
gructure. Controlling for income is especidly important since the association between frequent changein
family structure and the risk of a premarital birth could be aresult of changes in economic circumstances
that accompany changes in family structure.

Wu (1996) uses progpective income higtories in The National Longitudind Survey of Youth
(NLSY) to determine if the effect of family ingability on therisk of a premaritd birth is a ourious result of

an accompanying change in the economic circumstances of families. However, the NLSY is a prospective
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longitudina survey of young people aged 14-21 in 1979. Therefore, this study does not include income
measures during a girl's childhood and misses income measures during adolescence for some sample
members.

An additiona weskness of the literature is the lack of empirica research on the process by which
family structure affects young women's family formation decisons. The loss of economic resources, less
parentd time available for child-rearing, and limited access to community resources, associated with family
disruption are found to be sgnificantly correlated with the higher incidence of teenage out-of-wedlock births
among those whose parents divorce (McLanahan and Sandefur 1994). These results are robust across
many longitudind datasets - The Nationd Longitudina Survey of Youth (NLSY), The Pand Study of
Income Dynamics (PSID), The High School and Beyond Survey (HSB), and The Nationd Survey of
Families and Households (NSFH), Waves | and I1. However, the lack of a structurd model precludes any
understanding of how the loss of these resources affects the occurrence of a premaritd birth.

Haveman and Woalfe (1994) employ a synthesized investments-in-children framework to assessthe
relationship between parentd investments in children and the subsequent attainments of children. They find
evidence that family sze, family income, rdigion, mother's higher education, and the separation of the child's
parents are sgnificantly associated with the probability of ateenage premaritd birth. Notwithstanding, an
andydis of a discrete choice outcome (i.e., here, whether or not a young woman had a premaritd birth)
ignores the richness of the PSID data, which includes detalled timing of maritd and fertility events.

This sudy’ s analyses of the trangtion to first non-marital birth incorporate severd of the important

strengths of the above studies while addressing some of the wesknesses of each. Specificaly, a nexus of
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a household production mode and rationd choice theory is adopted to provide a structurd explanation of
the effect of living in anon-intact family on the risks of early family formation trangtions. An advantage of
ahousehold production modd is that it shows how income and time inputs, which are affected by family
sructure, actudly affect child qudity. Data from the PSID are used to contrast hypotheses on economic
deprivation, family sructure, and income and family ingtability. The PSID enables congruction of dynamic
measures of family dructure and parentd time dlocations and provides detailed information on family
income during an individud's childhood and young adulthood. Event higtory andyss of the effects of these
measures on non-marita births utilizes avalable information on the timing of premaritd births besdes

information on the occurrence of these events.

[11. Methodology
Theory

This sudy adopts an invesments-in-children framework to examine the effects of parental choices
on young women's family formation outcomes (Haveman and Wolfe, 1994). This framework is an
economic modd that encompasses avariety of factors that are emphasized by economists as well as other
socid scientigs. Essentidly, this synthesized gpproach is a nexus of a household production modd with
rationd choice theory. The invesments-in-children perspective hinges on the propostion that al decision-
makers seek to maximize their own objectives or well being and the observed decisons reflect thisdecison
process.

A household production modd is one in which the family is viewed as a production unit that
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employsred inputsin order to generate utility for its members. Parents maximize ether their own well being
or the utility of the callective family unit by enjoying their own current consumption and investing both money
and time in ther children. They make decisons concerning the generation of family economic resources
(e.g., labor supply) and determine the uses of those resources (e.g., consumption, asset accumulation, and
invesment in children). Choices regarding income, time alocation, and family sructure, influence the returns
to productive efforts and directly affect the wel being of family members. These choices reved parentd
objectives or tastes and set the environment in which their children are raised.? For example, such choices
may include: labor supply decisons (e.g., quantity of market hours and earnings), whether or not to seek
public assstance, quantity and qudity of child-care time, the type of goods and services to purchase and
how to dlocate them across family members, and the type of family structure.

The focus of this study is the effects of family characterigtics on young women's family formation
trangtions. Therefore, a household production modd is used to examine the production function of child
qudity. In other words, this model enables an examination of linkages between parentd decisons and

circumgtances (i.e, "invesments' in ther children) and subsequent achievements of their children. More

2 Choices made by society viaits government both directly and indirectly affect the success chances
of children. Examples of choices with direct effects include decisons affecting: public school
organization and performance, employment programs for youth, police efforts to reduce crime and drug
use in communities, enriched child care and early education, children’s food and nutrition programs,
maternal and children’s hedlth programs. On the other hand, choices with indirect effectsinclude policies
that enable parents to engage in activities that benefit children, such as, afull employment economy and
tax deductions for child-care purchases.

Although these choices are important, they are ignored empiricaly in these andyses for severd
reasons. Firgt, these decisions concern “public goods’ and hence, it is difficult to assgn impacts of any
particular policy on individua children. Second, sSince some are indirect efforts, it is naturdly problematic
to tie them to specific children. Findly, dthough some are direct public investments, which inherently are
accountable, thisinformation is typicaly not included in data sets containing rich family information on
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specificaly, the production function of child qudity dlows an examination of how various inputs (eg.,
money, time, and family structure) affect young women's family formation decisions. It is assumed thet the
larger the vaue of parenta resources, the greater the investment in children, and the grester the children's
qudity (eg., inthis case, the lesslikely awoman bears a child out of wedlock).

Parentd investment in children isa dynamic process; it may change over time asachild grows and
will dmogt certainly change as family structure changes. Child qudity is determined by the level and
ingability of income and time inputs as well as an independent psychologicd effect of just being in a
particular family structure. A household production modd predicts that an increase in family income would
increase child qudity, while an increase in the variahility of income would decrease child qudity. Anincrease
in time inputs devoted to child-rearing activities would increase child qudity. An increase in a parent's
market work hours, holding time devoted to non-market activities constant, would decrease time available
to devote to child-rearing activities, thus, decrease child qudity. However, more hours worked at the same
wage would yield higher family income, thus, increase child qudity. Therefore, the effect of hours worked
on child quality depends on whether the income effect dominates the loss of child-care time effect. Income
and time inputs are affected by family sructure. For example, asingle-parent family usudly haslessincome
and certainly less time available to devote to children than an intact family. Remarriages may enaole
increased parentd time investment besides provide an additiond source of monetary funds. Stressful events,
such as parental separations, divorces, and remarriages, while a girl is growing up may be important
determinants of her family formation decisons. Y oung femaes may opt for unwed motherhood in response

to family structure ingtability in hopes of creating their own family stability.

individud children. 14



Children are viewed asrationd decison-makers that weigh the benefits and costs associated with
the options available to them and make choices congrained by circumstances or limitations that affect their
avallable options. Thus, given the condraints that they face and the information that they possess, their
observable choice is viewed as the best decison from their point of view. Therefore, femaes observed to
have a non-maritd birth a ayoung age are presumed to have made a ddliberate choice for this option.

Incomplete information regarding the costs and bendfits of this option may cause awoman to make
adecison she would not have made if more complete information was available to her. For example, with
poor information, the out-of-wedlock birth decison is an option plagued by systematically understated
costs. costs of time and money needed to raise a child and opportunity costs of forgone earnings and
marriage opportunities, versus exaggerated benefits: potential psychologica benefits of having one's own
child (Haveman and Wolfe, 1994). Women are more likely to have more reliable information on
childbearing codts, the forgone earnings and marriage opportunities associated with a non-maritd birth, and
the rlevant costs and benefits of reproduction, work, and wefare, the more educated their parents are and
the more time their parents devote to them. Hence, parenta education entersinto the economic model via
the role of information.

Stigma costs may dso play arole in the reproductive choices made by young women and should
be congdered in afull economic modd. For example, the percelved level of stigma associated with bearing
achild out of wedlock differs across ethnic groups, certain cultures may be more accepting of non-marita
births. In addition, religious efiliation may influence sigma cods. These different assessments of sigma cods

influence the probability of the occurrence of a non-marital birth outcome.
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Thus, an investments-in-children framework can be used to examine the process by which family
characterigtics affect young women's family formation trangtions. Parents make invesmentsiin their children
that affect the quaity of the child. Parentd inputs of goods specific to the child, parentd time spent with the
child, and the family sructure of the woman'sfamily of origin are dl inputsin the production function of child
qudity. Given the qudlity of the femde child, avallable information, and the level of stigma costs (determined
by culture or religiogity), she makes decisons concerning her family formation trangtions.

An econometric specification of the investments-in-children framework enables testing of the mgor
hypotheses discussed above. More specificdly, a specification describing the effects of family background
factors, family income measures, parentd time inputs into children, and family structure measures, on young
women's family formation trangtions is necessary.

The three economic deprivation hypotheses focus on the amount of economic resources (e.g.,
money and time) devoted to children. In generd, these hypotheses predict that the more economic
resources devoted to a child, the higher the qudity of the child, and the more likely she will decide not to
have a non-marita birth. These hypotheses suggest that measures of the family’ s economic resources are
primary determinants of young women's trangtions to a first non-marital birth even after contralling for
family background factors, the type of family structure, and the number of family structure changes.

On the other hand, the socidization, socid control, and ingtability and change hypotheses focus on
the psychologicd effects of family structure on the qudity of children. The socidization hypothess predicts
that the type of family sructure during a woman's childhood and adolescence is a sgnificant factor in

explaining the trangtion to single parenthood at a relaively young age. Prolonged exposure to a Sngle-
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mother family may make this family structure seem acceptable or desirable to the child and, hence, the more
likely sheisto have anon-maritd birth. Furthermore, the aasence of the mae parent may meke a girl more
dependent on maes and therefore, may increase the likdihood of a trangtion to a non-maritd birth.

Consequently, measures of family structure during childhood and early adolescence may be sgnificant

predictors of anon-marita birth outcome even contralling for other family characteridtics, including family
income.

The socid control hypothesis predicts that exposure to a single-parent family during adolescence
will lower the qudity of the child asless parentd supervision is possible and hence, increase the likelihood
of an early trangtion to an adult role® Therefore, ameasure of Single parenthood during adolescence may
be a sgnificant indicator of a premature trangtion to family formation, even controlling for other family
characterigtics, such as family structure prior to adolescence.

The ingtability and change hypothess predicts that the more disruptions experienced in the family
of origin, the more psychologica uncertainty isfdt by the child, the lower the qudity of the child, and the
more likely afemde is to make family formation trangtions a a young age. Therefore, family dructure
ingtability, measured by the number of family Structure changes, should be a sgnificant predictor in
explaning an early trandtion to afirst non-marita birth, indegpendent of other family characteridics, induding
family income ingtability associated with family structure changes

A wide variety of potentid determinants of young women's non-marita childbearing decisons are

conddered in this economic modd . The contributions of these factors to the family formation trangtion can

3 Itisnot clear that the presence of a stepparent helps;, while he/she may provide additiond
supervision, he/she may actualy compete with the girl for her biologica parent’stime.
17



be measured with the use of detailed survey information.

Empirical Approach

Detalled event hitories are congructed for each girl in the sample and discrete-time logigtic
regresson modds are estimated. Surviva analyssis used for severd reasons. This type of regression not
only tells us the probability that an event occurred but it dso takes into account information during the time
up until the event or censoring occurs. This methodology employs the richness of pand data, such asthe
PSID, which includes information about the timing of marita and fertility events. It dso dlows the
examination of the effects of time-varying aswell astime-invariant covariates on the probability of anon-
maritd birth. Thus, this methodology enables use of the congtructed dynamic measures of family structure
and family income that would otherwise not be able to be used in a sraight logistic regression (Allison
1984).

Andyses are conducted to examine the effects of family background measures, dynamic family
sructure measures, and dynamic family income measures on the log odds of a non-marita birth. More
specificdly, the modd is asfollows:

log ( P(t)/(1-P(t) ) = a (t) + bxg + boxo(t) + baxs(t)
where: P(t) isthe hazard (i.e, the probability that an individua will experience an event a a particular time
given that the individua has not aready experienced the event prior to that point in time) of a non-marita

birth, a (t) refersto a set of dummy variables for each year at risk of the outcome, and b, b, and b; are
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vectors of coefficients describing the change in the logit (log-odds) for each one-unit increase in family
background variables (x;), family structure variables (x;), and family income variables (xs), respectively. |
dlow the hazard rate to change autonomoudy with time since | expect a persastent increase in the hazard
as femdes age, mature physicdly, and possibly have more sexua experiences.

In order to estimate this modd, the data must be organized in a specid format. In particular, a
Separate observationd record must be created for every year that agirl isat risk of anon-marita birth. |
assume that girls become at risk of this outcome starting at age 13.% Therefore, every pand year that each
girl is present, from the pand year in which she turns 14 until the pand year of atrandtion or interview, is
represented as an individua record for each girl. These observations are referred to as person-years, each
observation represents one year of exposure for aparticular individual. Thus, girls who have a non-marita
birth at age 14 contribute one person-year each, whereas, girls who experience this event at age 17 each
contribute four person-years. Individuds that do not experience a non-marita birth or any other
demographic trangtion (e.g., marriage, dropping out of the sample, entering an inditution) that would cause
them to drop out of the risk set, through the end of the study, contribute the maximum number of person-
years, which isten years.>® Thetotal number of person-yearsfor the sampleis equa to the cumulative sum

of the number of girls a risk each year.

41 begin to first observe non-marita births during the pand year in which some girls are age 14. Since
| know agirl’s birth date but do not know the date of interview, | cannot tell when, in rdation to the
pand, agirl turns 14. | know only which pand year she would be age 14. Therefore, | Start exposure at
age 13 to ensure that | capture the actua non-marita births.

5 | do not observe any non-marita births at age 24. Therefore, for computational reasons, | censor all
remaining girls at age 23.

6 Girlswho leave the pand may enter the armed forces, or educationa, hedlth, correctiona, or
religiousinditutions
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Each person-year record contains the vaues of the explanatory variables for that year and a
dichotomous dependent variable noting whether or not a non-marital birth occurred during that yesar.
Therefore, the first person-year record for each girl would contain the vaues of the descriptive variables
during the year that she was 14 and a dependent variable denoting the occurrence of an event. Smilarly,
assuming an event did not occur a age 14, a second year record would contain the explanatory variables

relevant for that year and a dependent variable.

Data

The analyses in this paper use data from the 1968-1992 waves of The Panel Study of Income
Dynamics (PSID).” The PSID is a progpective longitudina survey consisting of a representative sample of
individuds and the families in which they resde. Individud level datais found on The Twenty Fifth Year
Individud Fle and family levd daaisfound on The Twenty Ffth Year Family File. Merging of these two
files enables event higtories to be congtructed for each woman in the sample. The PSID providesrdatively
detalled information on an individud's parentd, fertility, maritd, work, family income, and home-leaving,
higories. An important advantage of usng the PSID isthat it provides information on annud family income
during an individud's childhood and adolescent years, enabling a contrasting and testing of hypotheses on
economic deprivation, family structure, and various types of ingability (e.g., income and family sructure).

The sample consgts of girls born into a*sample family” during the years 1968-1972, who have

" The PSID has continued conducting annua interviews since 1992. However, the 1968-1992 data set

was the most recent findl release available when the andyses for the paper were being completed.
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valid birth date information, valid marriage date information, and vaid birth histories. 8 The 1968-1972
cohort enables an examination of girls from birth through their early adulthood (ages 20-24). All yearly
variables are converted to age-indexed variables to enable comparability across women. It isimportant to
include only girlswho have "sample member" gatus snce the PSID follows sample membersif they move
out of their origind household. In addition, only girls who were presant in aresponding family from birth until
a least age 13 (assumed age when afemale becomes a risk of having anon-maritd birth) areincluded in
the sample. Thetotd sample Szeis 552 girls.

The family formation outcome varigble is constructed from fertility and maritd higtories. The
outcome measure is a dichotomous variable noting whether or not a girl had a non-maritd birth prior to
interview in 1992 (N = 137 females experienced this event).

The explanatory variables for this andyd's (shown with their mean vauesin Tables 1 and 2) can be
grouped into the following categories family background variables, family structure variables, and measures
of family economic resources. Standard background variables include demographic variables such as a
woman's race and religion, parenta education levels, and the number of sblings in the household.
Dichotomous variables are created to denote whether or not a girl is black and whether or not a girl is

Catholic.>*° The highest grade completed in school is collected for each parent at time of the girl's birth.

8 sample member is anyone living in, or temporarily away from, afamily sdected as part of the 1968
PSID core sample. In addition, anyone born to a sample member while that sample parent was part of a
family unit interviewed in the year of birth is considered a sample member.

9 The coding of the race variable has changed over the panel yearsin regardsto ‘Latinos and
‘Others . However, it was relatively consstent during the early years 1968-1972. The sampleis
composed of 223 black women, 309 white women, 14 Hispanic women, and 6 Asan women. The
sampleis not diverse enough to merit any digtinctions further than Black and Other.

10 Although mog, if not al, religious denominations encourage traditiona values thet include
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Separate dummies are condructed for missng education data for each parent. The measure of the number
of gblingsin the household is congtructed by subtracting one from the number of children bornto agirl’s
mother. In addition, adummy variddle is created for missing sbling information.

The family structure and family economic resource variables congst of both time invariant and
time varying measures. Time invariant varigbles are measures of family arcumsiances prior to the time thet
agirl isat risk of anon-maritd birth. In other words, these are aggr egate measures of the structure and
economic resources of the families with which agirl lived with between her birth and age 13. In contrat,
time varying variables are measures of family circumstances during thetime that agirl is a risk of a non-
marital birth. More precisdy, these are annual measures of the structure and economic resources of the
families that a girl has lived with between the year in which she turns age 14 and the year of her first
trangtion (i.e., either anon-marita birth, marriage, non-response, or interview).

Following previous studies that distinguish among different types of family structure hypotheses,
variables are created to operationalize the sociaization hypothes's, the socid control hypothesis, and the
ingtability and change hypothesis. More specificaly, severd variables are congructed to operationdize the
socidization hypothess. Although the socidization hypothesis typicaly focuses on prolonged exposure to
amother-only family prior to an event, | construct severa different measures of exposure to the various
types of non-intact families between birth and age 13. As a result, these varidbles are time invariant
measures, variables measured prior to thetime agirl isat risk of anon-maritd birth. | expand the typica

socidization measures because | am interested in the effect of prolonged exposure to each type of non-

proscriptions of non-marital sex and fertility, | follow previous studies and distinguish Catholic asa

measure of srict adherence to these values.
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intact family, prior to time a risk. The firg variable is a binary one indicating whether a girl was born out

of wedlock. This varigble measures early exposure to a mother-only family. Continuous messures are dso
created to measure the percent of time lived in amother-only family, atepfamily (either a mother/sepfather
family or a father/ssepmother family), and other non-intact family (i.e,, indluding a father-only family or a
family with neither biological parent).™* Furthermore, discrete measures are created for robustness tests. In
particular, dummy variables note whether agirl ever lived in amother-only family, astepfamily, and other
non-intact family.

Severd measures of family structure during time at risk are created to operationdize the socid
control hypothesis. Although this hypothesis typicdly sresses the effects of family crcumsances in the
current year of an event, past history may aso be rdevant to current behavior. In particular, family sructure
may have alagged effect, where more immediate past history may be quite effective in determining whether
agirl hasanon-maritd birth. In other words, exposure to certain types of family structure within five years
of an observed event (i.e., the four years prior to the event plus the year of the event) may provide some
explanation asto why an event is observed. Therefore, dummy variables are created each year (Sarting at
age 14) to track whether agirl lived in a mother-only family, sepfamily, or other non-intact family, ever in
the last five years. Other variables are created in order to check the robustness of these effects. In
paticular, the typicaly used age-varying dummy variables noting whether agirl lived in amather-only family,
a sepfamily, or in an other non-intact family, are created for each year from age 14 forward. Also,

continuous measures, such as the percent of time in the last five years that a girl lived in a mother-only

11 Father-only families and families with neither parent are grouped together since there is not enough
vaiation in the data to distinguish between them.
23



family, stepfamily, or other non-intact family are constructed. *2

Theingability and change hypothessis operationaized by a cumulative measure of the number of
changes in family structure experienced by a girl from birth through age of trangtion or interview. This
measure includes changes across the following types of family dructure intact, mother-only,
mother/stepfather, father-only, father/stepmother, and neither parent present.

Various measures of the economic circumstances of the family in which afemde resded during
childhood through young adulthood are collected. They indude measures of totd family income, the family
income-to-needs ratio, whether afamily lived in poverty, the receipt of public assstance, and the parenta
time inputs devoted to child-care. Like the family structure measures, each of these groups of variables can
be categorized into time invariant and time-varying measures.

Red totd family incomeis congtructed by first scding nomind incomein every yeer by $10,000 and
then deflating it by the Fixed Weght Price Index for Persond Consumption Expenditures usng 1987 dollars
as abase year. Time invariant measures include the average, sandard deviation, and growth of red totd
family income of the familiesthat agirl lived with between birth and age 13. Measures congructed every
year during time a risk of anon-maritd birth include the annud levd of red family income aswell asthe
average, sandard deviation, and growth, of red family income over the last 5 years. These time-varying

measures are used to test the low income, permanent income, trangtory income, and income change

12 v ariables measuring the percentage of years living in a particular type of family before time a risk and
the percentage of thelast 5 yearslived in a particular type of family during time at risk are highly
callinear. Although there exigts a reasonable number of girls who experience at least one family Structure
change, mogt likely, girlswho live in amother-only family for an extended amount of time during
childhood and early adolescence, continue to live in amother-only family for alarge part of their
adolescent years. Therefore, | use continuous measures prior to time at
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hypotheses, respectively. In addition, analyses are completed using the naturd logarithm of the above
income measures. These andyses are conducted to ensure that the effects of the income measures are not
sengtive to log specifications.

Sengtivity tests use measures of an income-to-needs ratio, potentialy amore informeative measure
of the economic well being of the family, than measures of the absolute family income. One measure of the
economic conditions during childhood and early adolescence isthe average of the family income-to-needs
ratio from birth through age 13. The standard deviation of the family income-to-needs ratio over thistime
period is computed as a measure of family economic stability. In addition, the direction of growth of the
ratio is dso collected for every girl. Time-varying measures include measures of a more permanent and
trangtory nature. In particular, the average and standard deviation of the family income-to-needs ratio over
the last five yearsis computed for every year from age 14 through trangtion or interview. The growth of the
ratio over the last five years is dso gathered every year as a measure of the trend of family economic
conditions. In addition, the income-to-needs ratio is collected every year as atime-varying measure of the
leve of economic conditionsin the family.

In addition to measuring the amount of family income, | congtruct varigbles to determine the poverty
datus of the family. In particular, | am interested in whether a girl has lived below the poverty linein any
year(s) of her life leading up to a trangtion or interview. More specificdly, | condruct an age-varying
dummy variable to note whether the family income-to-needs retio is less than one in any particular year.
Variables are then created to indicate the percentage of years living in poverty between birth and age 13,

and for sengtivity tedts, if agirl ever lived in poverty during these years. Time varying discrete measures

risk and discrete measures during time &t risk. o5



incdude whether afamily isliving in poverty in each year during time a risk and whether afamily lived in
poverty ever inthelas five years Conggent with the congtruction of the other family structure and income
measures, the percentage of the last five years that the family lived in poverty is aso created.

Furthermore, | congtruct measures to determine if the source of family income rather than the level
of family income matters. Age-varying dummy varigbles are congructed noting whether the family recaived
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), and/or Supplementa Security Income (SSl), and/or
some other type of wefare, in each year from birth through trangtion or interview. The time invariant
measure used in the andlyses is the percentage of years from birth through age 13 that the family recelved
any type of welfare. The time-varying measure used is whether the family received any public assstance
ever inthelad five years Additiond measures are condructed for sengtivity andyses. They indude whether
thefamily ever received any public assstance prior to years a risk, as well astwo time-varying measures.
ayearly indicator of receipt of some welfare and the percentage of the last five years that some type of
welfare was received by the family.

Parent’s work hours are used as a proxy for the time inputs into children, snce information on
child-care s quite limited in the PSID.** An increase in market work hours, ceteris paribus, decreases the
amount of time that parents can spend with their children. Although this argument may seem most rdevant
in terms of pre-school children, it applies for school-age children as well. More specificdly, parents who
are employed in some type of market work may have additionad congderations, stresses, and extra

responghilities, al of which mogt certainly detract from time with their children. A dichotomous variableis

13 |nformation on exactly how parents alocate their timeis unavailable in the two files of the PSID used

here. In addition, the few questions regarding child-care are only collected in selected years.
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crested each year to note whether both the Head and the Wife in atwo parent family report positive work
hours or if the Head in asingle parent family reports positive work hours. Mesasures of parental time inputs
used in the andyses include both time-invariant and time varying measures. The former includes the
percentage of years that the second parent in a two-parent family or the only parent present in a single
parent family, worked during childhood and early adolescence; and the latter includes whether these
individuas ever worked inthe last 5 years. Sengitivity tests were conducted with the following additiona
variables whether the parent(s) ever worked prior to time at risk, whether the parents are working in each
year during risk, and the percentage of the last five years that they worked, coded in each year at risk.

Destriptive satistics for dl of the time-invariant measures used in the analyses are shown in Table
1. Table 2 contains descriptive gatistics for dl of the time-varying measures.

Missng vaues are imputed according to available information surrounding or closest to the pandl
period(s) with missing data. Moreover, dl measures of family circumstances are lagged by twelve months,
or 1 pand period, (i.e, the time between conception and observed birth istypicaly 9 months) to accurately

reflect the conditions during the time of the Start of the pregnancy.

V. Results

Discrete-time event history models are used to examine the effects of various measures of family
economic resources, family structure, and family background characterigtics on the probability of anon-
maritd birth. Previous research tests the various family structure and income hypotheses and finds

independent effects of family income and family structure ingability on the risk of a non-maritd birth.
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Furthermore, results support alow income hypothess aswell as adeclining income hypothesis. While these
results are based on controls for family structure from birth through event or censoring, income is measured
only during thetime a risk of an event. Therefore, this paper focuses on the effects of family income history,
namdly, total family income prior to time at risk of a non-marita birth. Several specification tests are
conducted to determine whether previoudy found effects of family income during time a risk are an artifect
of faling to control for family income prior to time a risk. More specificdly, tests are conducted using
variables comparable to measures of family income during time at risk previoudy used to test the low
income, permanent and trangtory income, and income level and income change hypotheses. However,
messures of family income higtory are included as well.

The andyses are sructured in the following way. All models include the same family background
characterigtics and the same family structure measures, used to test the socidization, socid control, and
ingtability and change hypotheses. However, different measures of family income are used depending on
which income hypothesis is being tested.™* Table 3 shows various specification tests induding income
measures used to operationdize the low income hypothesis. Tables4 and 5 examine the same specificaions
but use income measures created to operationalize the permanent and trandtory income hypothes's, and
the income level and income change hypothesis, respectively. Correspondingly, Tables 3a, 4a, and 5a
contain sensitivity tests using the naturd logarithm of the income measures used to operationdize the low

income, permanent and trangtory income, and the income level and income change hypotheses,

respectively.

14 Other modes perform the same tests with the same family background characteristics and income
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measures, but use different family structure measures. Results are not changed.
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The various specification tests within each table are as follows. Modd 1 examines the effects of
family structure while controlling for red family income during time & risk whereas, the second modd shows
the effects of family structure while controlling for red family income prior to time a risk. The third
specification includes measures of both income history and income during time at risk. Moddls 4 and 5
include messures of the variation and growth of family income agppropriate for the rdevant income
hypothesis tegt, in addition to the leve of family income prior to time at risk and time-varying income
messures. The sixth modd examines whether it is the source, rather than the leve, of family incomethat is
wha matters. Findly, Modd 7 examines a more comprehensive household production modd; it includes
meaaures of parenta time inputsinto children, in addition to messures of family sructure, family income, and
family background characteristics.

The effects of family structure on the probability of a non-maritd birth are condstent across dll
seven specifications in Table 3. More specificaly, family structure during time at risk gppears to be an
important predictor of whether a young woman will have a non-marita birth. In particular, net of family
income measures, having ever lived in amother-only family, sepfamily, or other type of non-intact family,
relative to living in an intact family, during the five years prior to an event (four years leading up to and
including the current year of event), Sgnificantly increases the odds that a young woman will have a non-
maritd birth. Being born out-of-wedlock increases the odds of a girl giving birth out-of-wedlock.
Surprisingly, prolonged expaosure to any type of non-intact family during childhood and early adolescence
appears to decrease the probability that a girl will experience an event. However, with the exception of

living in afather-only family or afamily with naither biological parent for an extended period, the coefficients
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on measures of family sructure prior to risk are not sgnificant. The sameis found for the measure of family
dructure ingtability. More specificaly, the more changes in family dructure that a young woman
experiences, the less likely she will experience a non-marital birth. Hence, evidence strongly supports the
socid control hypothesis and mildly contradicts the socidization hypothess. Unlike previous research, no
evidence isfound for the ingability and change hypothesis.

In order to determine whether previoudy found independent effects of family income during time
a risk accurately measures the timing effects of income and not just the effects of incomeitsdf, | mugt first
examine the effects of family income during time &t risk and then the effects of family income prior to time
a risk. Next, | can edimate amodd including both measures. If the coefficient of family income during time
a rik isggnificant in the firg modd, and sgnificant and of asmilar megnitude in the third modd, then | may
conclude that family income during time a risk has an independent effect on the risk of anon-maritd birth
and accurately reflects the timing effect of income. On the other hand, if the coefficient in the third model
changes in magnitude and/or sgnificance, then the previoudy found effect of income during time a risk may
be an atifact of not having contralled for family income prior to time a risk. In other words, dthough family
income may be an important predictor of experiencing this evert, it is actudly the timing of family income,
particularly during years prior to time a risk, which may be the most relevant predictor.

Resultsin Modd 1 show thet contralling for family structure, the leve of family income during time
at risk sgnificantly decreases the odds of an event; the higher the family income, the lower the probability
that a young woman will bear a child out-of-wedlock. Hence, evidence supports the low income

hypothesis. Mode 2 shows that average family income prior to time a risk dso sgnificantly lowers the
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probability of an event. Interesting results are found in Modd 3 when dynamic measures of family income
areincluded dong with rich family structure messures. In particular, the average of family income prior to
time at risk continues to significantly decrease the odds of a non-marital birth, whereas the coefficient on
the leve of family income during time at risk markedly changes in magnitude and is no longer sgnificant.
Again, evidenceis found for the low income hypothes's, but results suggest that low income during agirl’s
childhood and early adolescence is amore effective predictor of anon-maritd birth than low income during
the yearsin which she may actudly experience the event.

Given thet | find strong effects of family income prior to time a risk and no longer find sgnificant
effects of family income during time & risk, | conduct two sengtivity tests. In particular, Modd 4 includes
ameasure of the variation in family income between agirl’ s birth and age 13 in addition to the average of
family income during those years. Reaults are the same as those found in the third specification. The second
senstivity andyss, Modd 5, includes a measure of the growth, in addition to the average and standard
deviation, of family income during childhood through early adolescence. Once again, Smilar results are
found. Thus, it appears that average family income prior to time at risk isa sgnificant predictor of agirl’s
family formation behavior during time at risk, even controlling for the variability of income and direction of
income change prior to time at risk.

The consgently strong, sgnificant effects of low income during childhood and early adolescence,
lead to the question of whether it isthe level or the source of this low income that matters. For example,
unwed mothers are likely to live in poverty, and thus, they are more likely to recaive Aid to Familieswith

Dependent Children (AFDC). Therefore, Modd 6 tests to determine if the effects of low income are

32



capturing the effect of actudly receiving some type of public assstance (e.g., AFDC, SSI, or some other
type of welfare) prior to time at risk, rather than the effect of the low levd of income itself. Measures of
receipt of public assstance include the percentage of the years from birth through age 13 that a girl’ sfamily
received any type of wefare, aswdl as whether her family ever collected welfare in the five years prior to
an event. Results show that the longer afamily received any type of public assstance prior to the time a
risk, the higher the odds of an event. Contrarily, welfare receipt during time at risk decreases the probability
of anon-maritd birth. However, this coefficient is not Sgnificant. An interesting result is that the average
family income prior to time a risk is il found to Sgnificantly decrease the odds of a young woman giving
birth out-of-wedlock, even controlling for the source of low income. Thus, it gppears that the low leve of
income as well as the source of the income sgnificantly affects the odds of the occurrence of a non-marita
birth.

Thefind modd in Table 3 shows the results for a household production modd. More precisdy, this
modd congders the effect of an additiond mesasure of family economic resources - parental time inputsinto
their children. Measures of this time resource include proxy variables regarding how much the parent(s)
worked. In particular, variables include the percentage of years from birth through age 13 that a Sngle
parent or second parent in atwo parent household, worked, as well as whether a girl’s parent(s) worked
ever inthefive years prior to an event. The more yearstha agirl’ s parent(s) worked during her childhood
and early adolescence, the more likely she is to experience a non-maritd birth. Although the coefficient on
this varidble is pogtive, implying that the loss of child-care time inputs outweighs the increase in family

income resulting from the parent(s) working, it is not sgnificant. The opposite effect is found for the parentd
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time inputs variable measured during time a risk. More precisdly, the effect of an increase in family income
gppearsto outweigh the effect of theloss of child-caretime, during the years a risk. Again, results provide
support for the low income hypothesis. Specificaly, it islow family income during the years prior to time
a risk, aswdl asthe receipt of public assistance during those years, that Sgnificantly predict whether agirl
will experience a non-maritd birth.

Table 3ashows results for the same modds using the naturd logarithm of the average and sandard
deviation of red family income between birth and age 13, the growth of logged red income between birth
and age 13, and logged red family income during each year a risk. Smilar results are found for the family
Sructure measures. Once again, net of family income messures, ever having lived in any type of non-intact
family within five years of an event, rddive to living with both biologica parentsin dl five years, Sgnificantly
increases the probability of a non-maritd birth. The direction of the Sgns on the coefficients of the other
family structure measures are the same asin Table3.

Reaults for the income measures are mostly comparable with those of Table 3, with a few
exceptions. Average family income during childhood and early adolescenceis congstently significant across
Modds 2, 3, 4, and 5. However, this variddle is only margindly sgnificant with the addition of the income
source variablesin Models 6 and 7. Although the coefficient on family income during time a risk is only
marginaly sgnificant in Modd 1, the magnitude of this coefficient is greatly reduced with the addition of
average family income prior to time at risk in Modd 3. Further differences between Tables 3 and 3a occur
in Modds 4 and 5. The sandard deviation of family income is found to sgnificantly increase the odds of

an event. In other words, the higher the variability of family income prior to the time & risk, the higher the
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risk of anon-marital birth.

Table 4 shows the effects of various measures of family income history, familia receipt of public
assdance, and parentd time inputs, in models examining the effects of measures of permanent and trangtory
income, family sructure, and family background characterisics. More specificaly, the spedificationsin this
table show what happens to the magnitude and significance of the coefficients on the average and sandard
deviation of family income during time a risk when other measures of family economic resources are
included.

Reaults in Modd 1 support the permanent income hypothesis but not the transtory income
hypothess. As expected, higher permanent income significantly lowersthe risk of a non-maritd birth. The
higher the variability of income, the less likdy ayoung woman will experience this outcome. However, the
coefficient on the variaion of family income during time a risk is not sgnificant. Higher average family
income during childhood and early adolescenceis dso found to sgnificantly decrease the odds of an event.
Although the magnitude of this coefficient is a bit smdler, average family income prior to time at risk
ggnificantly lowers the chances that a young woman will experience a non-maritd birth, even contralling for
theleve and variation of family income during time & risk. Moreover, the measure of average family income
during time a risk is no longer sgnificant when income higtory is included in the modd. This result is
conggtent even when contralling for the variation and growth of family income prior to time a risk.
However, the effect of average family income prior to time a risk becomes marginaly sgnificant when
contralling for the source of income and parentd time inputs. The longer afamily receives public asssance

during the years prior to risk, the higher the likelihood that ayoung woman will bear a child out-of-wedlock.
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Effects of the family structure measures are smilar to those found in Table 3. In particular, having
ever lived in amother-only family, a stepfamily, or other type of non-intact family, during the time a risk
ggnificantly increases the chances that afemde will have a non-maritd birth.

Although the results in Table 4a mostly mirror the results in Table 4, a few inconsstencies are
present. First, none of the income measures appear to be significant in Mode 3. Second, net of the level
and trend of family income prior to time at risk, the standard deviation of family income appears to
ggnificantly increase the odds of an event. In addition, the effects of average family income lose Sgnificance
when contralling for the source of family income and parentd time inputs. It is interesting to note that
Models 6 and 7 are the only models in which measures of family income during time &t risk gppear to
ggnificantly affect the risk of anon-maritd birth, while contralling for any messures of family income higory.

The modds shown in Table 5 examine the effects of family structure meeasures, family background
characterigtics, and measures of family income used to test the income level and income change hypothes's,
on the non-maritd birth outcome. Once again, controlling for various measures of family income, family
Sructure measures have independent effects. In particular, spoending time in a non-intact family during time
a risk of an event Sgnificantly increases the probability that a young woman will experience a non-marita
birth.

Mode 1 shows that higher family income during time at risk sgnificantly decreases the likelihood
of the occurrence of this event. Analogous to previous research, downward trends in family income are
assodiaed with higher risks of anon-marital birth. However, the effect of dedlining income is not sgnificant.

The average leved of red family income prior to time a risk sgnificantly lowersthe odds. This latter result
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is upheld even when controlling for the trangtory nature of family income and the growth of family income
prior to years a risk and measures of permanent income and the growth trend of income during time & risk.
The levd of family income variable loses sgnificance when measures of the source of family income and
parentd time inputs are included. The addition of these variables indicates that the source of family income
isan important predictor of whether a young woman will have anon-marita birth. In particular, the longer
agirl’sfamily received any type of public assstance prior to her teenage years, the more likdy sheisto
experience this outcome.

Table 5a presents the specification tests using logarithmic transformations of the income varigbles
used to test the income level and income change hypothesis. The effects of the family structure varigbles
remain consstent, as do most of the income effects. The results in Models 1 and 2 are comparable to
Modes1 and 2in Table 5. However, Modd 3 shows no effect of family income from agirl’ s birth through
event or censoring. The remaining modes result in findings smilar, in terms of sgnificance rather than
magnitude, to their counterpartsin Table 5. Specificdly, the average level and sandard deviation of family
income prior to time a risk are sgnificant predictors of the probability of a non-marital birth when
contralling for the growth of family income over the same years as wdl as measures of the level and growth
of family income during time a risk. Once again, Modds 6 and 7 find the receipt of public assstance during
childhood and early adolescence is positively associated with an increased risk of a non-marital birth.

The effects of family background characteristics (not shown) are relatively consstent across dl
modéels. In particular, the coefficient on race replicates the generd pattern of higher non-marita births of

black women rdlative to white women. Indeed, in this sample, black women are more than three times as
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likely as white women to bear a child out-of-wedlock. Being of the Cathalic faith appears to reduce the
likdihood of anon-maritd birth, athough the coefficient on this variable is usudly not significant. The more
ghlings a girl has, the more likely she is to make a trangtion to motherhood at a relatively young age.
Although the coefficient on this variable is never Sgnificant, the Sgn is dways in the same direction. The
parenta education variables have mixed effects. Intuitively, | would expect that the more educated are the
parents, ceteris paribus, the lesslikdy their daughters will have anon-marita birth. However, in some cases,
the measure of mother’s highest grade completed in school appears to increase the odds of this event.
Although sgnificant in very few cases, the magnitude of the varigble is dways quite low. On the other hand,
the measure of father’ s education consistently has a negetive sign, but aso is never asgnificant predictor.

Duration measures gppear to be condstent across dl models. In particular, dummy variables for
every year from age 15 through age 23 are estimated. The dummy varigble for age 14 is the reference
category. The hazard of anon-marital birth for this sample appearsto increase a age 14, decrease at age
15, and then continue to rise until its peak a age 19 [figure not shown.

In summary, many models are estimated to find the effects of family structure, family income, and
family background characterigtics on the risk of anon-maritd birth. The results show consstent effects of
the addition of family income higtory informetion. In particular, the higher the leve of family income prior
to years a risk, the less likely ayoung womean is to experience this outcome. However, if shelivesin some

type of anon-intact family during years at risk, she may be more likely to have a non-marita birth.
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V. Conclusion

This paper follows a sample of women from childhood through early adulthood to examine the
effects of family structure and family income on young women's family formation trangtions. A household
production mode is employed to examine the relationship between parentd investmentsin their children and
the outcomes of their children (here, the occurrence of a non-marita birth). Data from the PSID are used
to congruct dynamic measures of family structure and family income, which enables a testing of four
hypotheses proposed for why children from single parent families are more likely to become single parents
themsdlves.

Previous research has found strong independent effects of family ingability and family income levels
on the risk of a premaritd birth (Wu 1997). This paper finds that these results are not upheld when more
complete family income histories are collected. Instead, this paper does not find evidence for the family
ingability and change hypaothesis but finds that family structure during adolescence and the average leve of
family income prior to time a risk are important determinants of the trangtion to a non-marita birth.
However, measures of family income prior to risk were excluded in previous studies.

The hypotheses discussed in the paper have important implications for policy. Previous research
has found large effects of family ingability on therisk of apremaritd birth, thus, implying aneed for policies
directed at family structure. The resultsin this paper find evidence for the economic deprivation hypothes's,
the average family income prior to risk plays a sgnificant role in determining whether or not a woman
experiences a non-marita birth. In addition, there exists support for the socia control hypothesis. Thus,

increases in family economic resources (e.g., AFDC payments or greater enforcement of child support
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payments) early in life, in addition to policies directed towards monitoring family structure, may have large
effects on reducing the likelihood of early family formation outcomes which may have negative

SOCi0economic conseguences for young women.
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TABLE 1. Descriptive Statisticsfor Analysis Data Set: Time-Invariant Measures N=552

VARIABLE MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION
Black 0.40 0.49
Catholic 0.21 041
Mot her’ s years of education 11.24 2.64
Mot her’ s education missing 0.02 0.14
Fat her’ s years of education 9.24 5.47
Fat her’ s education missing 0.21 0.41
Number of siblings 242 214
Number of siblings missing 0.06 0.24
Born out-of -wedlock 0.17 0.37
% of yearsin amother-only family 0.21 0.33

(birth-age13)

% of yearsin astepfamily 0.06 0.16
(birth-agel3)

% of yearsin an other non-intact 0.02 0.12
family (birth-agel3)

Average of real family income 2.80 1.89
(birth-agel3)

Log of Average real family income 10.07 0.58
(birth-agel3)

Standard Deviation of real family 1.03 110
income (birth-agel3)

Log of standard deviation of real 8.99 0.65
family income (birth-agel3)

Growth of real family income 0.10 0.20
(birth-agel3)

Growth of logged income 0.03 0.06
(Birth-agel3)

% of years family received public 0.17 0.29
assistance (birth-agel3)

% of years parent(s) worked 0.57 0.32
(birth-agel3)

NOTE: All income measures are expressed in 1987 dollars. Unlogged income measures are expressed in 10,000s.







TABLE 2. Descriptive Statisticsfor Analysis Data Set: Time-Varying M easur es N=3608 Person-Y ears

VARIABLE MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION
Mother-only family 0.29 0.45
(ever in thelast five years)

Stepfamily 0.14 0.34
(ever in thelast five years)

Other non-intact family 0.06 0.24
(ever in thelast five years)

Number of family structure changes 0.65 1.09
Level of real income 4.07 5.40
Log of real income 10.22 1.03
Average of real family income 3.87 4.44

(Last five years)

Log of Average real family income 10.26 0.78
(last five years)

Standard deviation of real family 1.00 2.38
income (last five years)

Log of standard deviation of real 8.67 0.96
family income (last five years)

Growth of real family income -0.09 1.04
(last five years)

Growth of logged income -0.01 0.18
(last five years)

Family receive public assistance 0.20 0.40
(everin last five years)

Parent(s) worked 0.85 0.36
(ever in last five years)

NOTE: All income measures are expressed in 1987 dollars. Unlogged income measures are expressed in 10,000s.






TABLE 3. Logistic Regressions Predicting the Occurrence of a Non-marital Birth: Effects of Low Income
(N=3608 person-years)

MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Average of real family - -0.42%** -0.36** -0.43**  -0.44*** -0.29** -0.30**
income (birth-agel3) (0.12) (0.14) (0.17) (0.17) (0.14) (0.14)
Standard deviation of - - - 0.16 0.28 - -
family income (0.21) (0.23)
(birth- agel3)
Growth of family - - - - -1.11 - -
income (birth-agel3) (0.91)
Level of family income -0.14** - -0.06 -0.06 -0.05 -0.07 -0.07
(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
% of years family - - - - - 0.99** 1.05**
received public (0.47) (0.49)
assistance
(birth-agel3)
Family receiving public - - - - - -0.25 -0.24
assistance (0.28) (0.28)
(ever in thelast 5 years)
% of years parent(s) - - - - - - 0.17
worked (birth-agel3) (0.39)
Parent(s) working - - - - - - -0.05
(ever in thelast 5 years) (0.29)
Born out-of-wedlock 0.10 0.36 0.31 0.31 0.34 0.39 041
(0.55) (0.55) (0.55) (0.55) (0.55) (0.56) (0.56)
% yearsin amother- -0.17 -0.68 -0.60 -0.59 -0.75 -0.87 -0.92
only family (birth-age (0.54) (0.56) (0.56) (0.56) (0.58) (0.57) (0.59)
13)
% yearsin a stepfamily -0.50 -0.21 -0.27 -0.22 -0.26 -0.22 -0.25
(birth-agel3) (0.90) (0.89) (0.90) (0.90) (0.90) (0.90) (0.90)
% yearsin an other -2.24* -2.12* -2.21* -2.26* -2.35* -2.31* -2.35%
non-intact family (birth- (1.18) (1.20) (1.19) (1.20) (1.20) (1.21) (1.22)
agell3)
Mother-only family 0.77** 0.96*** 0.87*** 0.87x** 0.86*** 0.83*** 0.84***
(ever in the last Syears) (0.30) (0.30) (0.3 (0.3) (0.31) (0.31) (0.3)
Stepfamily 0.81** 0.80** 0.85*** 0.84** 0.84** 0.86*** 0.86***
(ever in thelast 5 years) (0.33) (0.33) (0.33) (0.33) (0.33) (0.33) (0.33)
Other non-intact family 0.93** 1.01** 1.02%* 1.05** 1.06** 0.89** 0.90**



(ever inthelast 5 years) (0.41) (0.42)
Number of family -0.10 -0.13
structure changes (0.12) (0.12)
Log Likelihood -471.61 -468.33

(0.41) (0.42) (0.42)
-0.12 -0.13 -0.14
(0.12) (0.12) (0.12)
-467.79  -46750  -466.81

(0.42) (0.42)
-0.10 -0.10
(0.12) (0.12)
-46552  -465.43

NOTE: All models include controls for background characteristics and duration measures. Standard errors appear in

parentheses. * Significant at the .10 level.

**Significant at the .05 level.

***Sjgnificant at the .01 level

TABLE 3a. Logistic Regressions Predicting the Occurrence of a Non-marital Birth: Effects of Logged Income

M easures (N=3608 person-years)

MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Average real family - -0.63*** -0.59**  -0.99***  -0.99*** -041 -0.42
income (birth-agel3) (0.24) (0.26) (0.33) (0.33) (0.27) (0.28)
Standard deviation of - - - 0.46** 0.50** - -
family income (0.23) (0.24)
(birth- agel3)
Growth of family income - - - - -1.67 - -
(birth-agel3) 1.72)
Level of family income -0.14 - -0.05 -0.02 -0.00 -0.06 -0.06
(0.09) (0.112) (0.11) (0.12) (0.112) (0.11)
% of years family - - - - - 1.05** 1.09**
received public (0.48) (0.50)
assistance
(birth-agel3)
Family receiving public - - - - - -0.25 -0.24
assistance (0.28) (0.29)
(everinthelast 5 years)
% of years parent(s) - - - - - - 0.11
worked (birth-agel3) (0.39)
Parent(s) working - - - - - - -0.04
(ever inthelast 5 years) (0.29)
Born out-of-wedlock 0.10 0.33 0.30 0.32 0.37 0.37 0.39
(0.55) (0.55) (0.56) (0.56) (0.56) (0.56) (0.57)
% yearsin amother- -0.25 -0.64 -0.62 -0.54 -0.71 -0.89 -0.93
only family (birth-age (0.54) (0.56) (0.57) (0.56) (0.46) (0.57) (0.59)
13)
% yearsin astepfamily -0.47 -0.25 -0.27 -0.18 -0.24 -0.24 -0.27
(birth-agel3) (0.90) (0.90) (0.90) (0.91) (0.91) (0.90) (0.90)
% yearsin an other -2.15* -2.05* -2.08* -2.25* -2.33* -2.21* -2.24*
non-intact family (birth- (1.18) (1.19) (1.19) (1.20) (1.20) (1.20) (1.21)



agell)

Mother-only family 0.01%**  0.96***  0.03***  0.03***  092%**  000***  0.91***
(ever in the last Syears) (0.30) (0.30) (0.30) (0.30) (0.30) (0.30) (0.30)

Stepfamily 0.73** 0.76** 0.78** 0.74** 0.74** 0.79** 0.79**
(ever inthelast 5 years) (0.33) (0.33) (0.33) (0.33) (0.33) (0.33) (0.33)

Other non-intact family 0.93** 0.97%* 0.97%* 1.06** 1.07** 0.85%* 0.85%*
(ever in thelast 5 years) (0.41) (0.42) (0.41) (0.42) (0.42) (0.42) (0.42)

Number of family -0.10 -0.10 -0.10 -0.14 -0.14 -0.08 -0.08
structure changes (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12)
Log Likelihood -473.84 -471.38 -471.29  -469.34 -468.87 -468.86 -468.82

NOTE: All modelsinclude controls for background characteristics and duration measures. Standard errors appear in
parentheses. * Significant at the .10 level. **Significant at the .05 level. ***Significant at the .01 level



TABLE 4. Logistic Regressions Predicting the Occurrence of a Non-marital Birth: Effects of Permanent and
Transitory Income (N=3608 person-years)

MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Average of real family - -0.42%** -0.32** -0.39%* -0.42** -0.24 -0.25
income (birth-agel3) (0.12) (0.15) (0.18) (0.18) (0.15) (0.16)
Standard deviation of - - - 0.15 0.27 - -
family income (0.21) (0.24)
(birth- agel3)
Growth of family - - - - -1.03 - -
income (birth-agel3) (0.95)
Average of family -0.23** - -0.12 -0.11 -0.07 -0.13 -0.13
income (0.09) (0.10) (0.10) (0.12) (0.10) (0.11)
(last 5 years)
Standard deviation of 0.10 - 0.09 0.07 0.05 0.09 0.09
family income (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18)
(last 5 years)
% of years family - - - - - 1.00** 1.06**
received public (0.47) (0.49)
assistance
(birth-agel3)
Family receiving public - - - - - -0.28 -0.27
assistance (0.28) (0.29)
(ever in thelast 5 years)
% of years parent(s) - - - - - - 0.16
worked (birth-agel3) (0.39)
Parent(s) working - - - - - - -0.05
(ever inthelast 5 years) (0.29)
Born out-of -wedlock 0.18 0.36 0.34 0.33 0.36 0.43 0.45

(0.55) (0.55) (0.55) (0.55) (0.55) (0.56) (0.57)
% yearsin amother- -0.25 -0.68 -0.60 -0.59 -0.74 -0.87 -0.92
only family (birth-age (0.54) (0.56) (0.56) (56) (0.58) (0.57) (0.59)
13)
% yearsin a stepfamily -0.41 -0.21 -0.24 -0.20 -0.24 -0.20 -0.23
(birth-agel3) (0.89) (0.89) (0.89) (0.90) (0.90) (0.90) (0.90)
% yearsin an other -2.21* -2.12* -2.15* -2.21* -2.30% -2.23* -2.27*

non-intact family (birth- (1.17) (1.20) (1.19) (1.20) (1.212) (1.21) (1.22)
agell)

Mother-only family 0.69** 0.96*** 0.83***  0.83*** 0.84** 0.78** 0.80**
(ever in the last 5years) (0.31) (0.30) (0.32) (0.32) (0.32) (0.32) (0.32)
Stepfamily 0.87** 0.80** 0.86** 0.85** 0.84** 0.88***  0.88***

(ever inthelast 5 years) (0.39) (0.33) (0.39) (0.39) (0.34) (0.33) (0.34)
Other non-intact family 0.89** 1.01** 0.96** 1.00** 1.03** 0.83* 0.83*



(ever inthelast 5 years) (0.42) (0.42)
Number of family -0.11 -0.13
structure changes (0.12) (0.12)
Log Likelihood -470.10 -468.33

(0.43) (0.43) (0.43)
-0.13 -0.14 -0.14
0.12) (0.12) (0.12)

-467.65 -467.40  -466.85

(0.44) (0.44)

-0.11 -0.11

(0.12) (0.12)
-465.36  -465.27

NOTE: All modelsinclude controls for background characteristics and duration measures. Standard errors appear in

parentheses. * Significant at the .10 level.

**Significant at the .05 level.

***Sjgnificant at the .01 level



TABLE 4a. Logistic Regressions Predicting the Occurrence of a Non-marital Birth: Effects of L ogged Income
M easur es (N=3608 person-years)

MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Average of real family - -0.63*** -041 -0.78** -0.82** -0.21 -0.23
income (birth-agel3) (0.24) (0.30) (0.37) (0.38) (0.32) (0.32)
Standard deviation of - - - 0.40* 0.44* - -
family income (0.24) (0.24)
(birth- agel3)
Growth of family - - - - -1.18 - -
income (birth-agel3) (1.80)
Average of family -0.56*** - -0.39 -0.30 -0.25 -0.44* -0.45*
income (0.20) (0.24) (0.249) (0.25) (0.26) (0.26)
(last 5 years)
Standard deviation of 0.16 - 0.17 0.12 0.12 0.16 0.17
family income (0.19) (0.14) (0.19) (0.149) (0.14) (0.19)
(last 5 years)
% of years family - - - - - 1.06** 1.11**
received public (0.48) (0.50)
assistance
(birth-agel3)
Family receiving public - - - - - -0.39 -0.39
assistance (0.30) (0.30)
(ever in thelast 5 years)
% of years parent(s) - - - - - - 0.14
worked (birth-agel3) (0.39)
Parent(s) working - - - - - - -0.06
(ever inthelast 5 years) (0.29)
Born out-of-wedlock 0.13 0.33 0.28 0.28 0.33 0.36 0.39

(0.55) (0.55) (0.56) (0.56) (0.57) (0.57) (0.57)
% yearsin amother- -0.34 -0.64 -0.55 -0.49 -0.62 -0.79 -0.84
only family (birth-age (0.54) (0.56) (0.57) (0.56) (0.60) (0.58) (0.59)
13)
% yearsin a stepfamily -0.32 -0.25 -0.20 -0.14 -0.19 -0.19 -0.22
(birth-agel3) (0.90) (0.90) (0.91) (0.91) (0.92) (0.91) (0.91)
% yearsin an other -2.25* -2.05* -2.16* -2.30* -2.34* -2.20* -2.23*

non-intact family (birth- (1.18) (1.19) (1.19) (1.20) (1.20) (1.20) (1.21)
agell)

Mother-only family 0.74** 0.96*** 0.81***  0.82***  0.83*** 0.77** 0.79**
(ever in the last 5years) (0.31) (0.30) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31)
Stepfamily 0.82** 0.76** 0.80** 0.77%* 0.76** 0.82** 0.82**

(ever inthelast 5 years) (0.39) (0.33) (0.39) (0.39) (0.34) (0.39) (0.34)
Other non-intact family 0.92* 0.97** 0.93** 1.02** 1.03** 0.79* 0.80*



(ever inthelast 5 years) (0.41) (0.42) (0.42) (0.42) (0.42) (0.43) (0.43)

Number of family -0.11 -0.10 -0.11 -0.15 -0.14 -0.09 -0.09
structure changes (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12)
Log Likelihood -470.86 -471.38 -469.96  -468.52 -468.31 -467.48 -467.41

NOTE: All modelsinclude controls for background characteristics and duration measures. Standard errors appear in
parentheses. * Significant at the .10 level. **Significant at the .05 level. ***Significant at the .01 level

TABLE 5. Logistic Regressions Predicting the Occurrence of a Non-marital Birth: Effects of Income L evel
& Income Change (N=3608 person-years)

MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Average of real family - -0.42%** -0.32** -0.40** -0.43** -0.24 -0.25
income (birth-agel3) (0.12) (0.16) (0.18) (0.18) (0.16) (0.16)
Standard deviation of - - - 0.17 0.28 - -
family income (0.21) (0.23)
(birth- agel3)
Growth of family - - - - -1.05 - -
income (birth-agel3) (0.95)
Average of family -0.22%** - -0.10 -0.09 -0.06 -0.11 -0.11
income (0.08) (0.09) (0.09) (0.10) (0.09) (0.10)
(last 5 years)
Growth of family income -0.17 - -0.04 -0.05 -0.00 -0.03 -0.03
(last 5 years) (0.28) (0.28) (0.27) (0.27) (0.28) (0.28)
% of years family - - - - - 1.00** 1.06**
received public (0.47) (0.49)
assistance
(birth-agel3)
Family receiving public - - - - - -0.26 -0.26
assistance (0.28) (0.28)
(ever inthelast 5 years)
% of years parent(s) - - - - - - 0.15
worked (birth-agel3) (0.39)
Parent(s) working - - - - - - -0.05
(ever inthelast 5 years) (0.29)
Born out-of-wedlock 0.18 0.36 0.33 0.32 0.35 041 043

(0.55) (0.55) (0.55) (0.55) (0.55) (0.56) (0.56)
% yearsin amother- -0.30 -0.68 -0.61 -0.60 -0.75 -0.88 -0.92
only family (birth-age (0.55) (0.56) (0.57) (0.56) (0.58) (0.57) (0.59)
13)
% yearsin astepfamily -0.40 -0.21 -0.26 -0.21 -0.24 -0.22 -0.25
(birth-agel3) (0.89) (0.89) (0.89) (0.90) (0.90) (0.89) (0.90)
% yearsin an other -2.21* -2.12* -2.19* -2.24* -2.33* -2.27* -2.31*

non-intact family (birth- (2.17) (1.20) (2.29) (2.20) (1.20) (2.20) (2.22)



agell)

Mother-only family
(ever in the last Syears)

Stepfamily
(ever inthelast 5 years)

Other non-intact family
(ever in thelast 5 years)

Number of family
structure changes

Log Likelihood

0.73**
(0.31)

088* * %
(0.33)

0.93**
(0.41)

-0.12
(0.12)

-470.05

0.96***
(0.30)

0.80**
(0.33)

1.01**
(0.42)

-0.13
(0.12)

-468.33

0.86%**
(0.31)

0.87+*
(0.34)

1.01**
(0.42)

-0.13
(0.12)

-467.76

085* * %
(0.31)

0.86**
(0.34)

1.03**
(0.42)

-0.14
(0.12)

-467.45

0.86***
(0.31)

0.84**
(0.34)

1.05+*
(0.42)

-0.14
(0.12)

-466.88

0.81***
(0.31)

0.88***
(0.33)

0.87%*
(0.43)

-0.11
(0.12)

-465.47

0.82+*
(0.32)

089* * %
(0.34)

0.88**
(0.43)

-0.11
(0.12)

-465.39

NOTE: All modelsinclude controls for background characteristics and duration measures. Standard errors appear in
***Sjgnificant at the .01 level

parentheses. * Significant at the .10 level.

**Significant at the .05 level.



TABLE 5a. Logistic Regressions Predicting the Occurrence of a Non-marital Birth: Effects of L ogged Income
M easur es (N=3608 person-years)

MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL MODEL

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Average of real family - -0.63*** -0.35 -0.76%* -0.79** -0.16 -0.17
income (birth-agel3) (0.24) (0.31) (0.38) ().38) (0.32) (0.33)
Standard deviation of - - - 0.44* 0.47** - -
family income (0.24) (0.24)
(birth- agel3)
Growth of family - - - - -0.96 - -
income (birth-agel3) (1.83)
Average of family -0.45%** - -0.30 -0.25 -0.20 -0.34 -0.34
income (0.16) (0.22) (0.21) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23)
(last 5 years)
Growth of family income -0.64 - -0.55 -0.53 -0.48 -0.50 -0.50
(last 5 years) (0.48) (0.49) (0.48) (0.49) (0.49) (0.49)
% of years family - - - - - 1.07** 1.12**
received public (0.48) (0.50)
assistance
(birth-agel3)
Family receiving public - - - - - -0.33 -0.33
assistance (0.29) (0.30)
(ever in thelast 5 years)
% of years parent(s) - - - - - - 0.12
worked (birth-agel3) (0.39)
Parent(s) working - - - - - - -0.04
(ever inthelast 5 years) (0.29)
Born out-of-wedlock 0.13 0.33 0.25 0.26 0.30 0.32 0.34

(0.55) (0.55) (0.56) (0.56) (0.56) (0.57) (0.57)
% yearsin amother- -0.44 -0.64 -0.61 -0.54 -0.64 -0.86 -0.90
only family (birth-age (0.55) (0.56) (0.57) (0.57) (0.60) (0.57) (0.59)
13)
% yearsin a stepfamily -0.39 -0.25 -0.29 -0.21 -0.24 -0.29 -0.31
(birth-agel3) (0.89) (0.90) (0.90) (0.91) (0.91) (0.90) (0.90)
% yearsin an other -2.30* -2.05% -2.21* -2.38%* -2.41** -2.28* -2.30*

non-intact family (birth- (1.18) (1.19) (1.19) (1.20) (1.20) (1.19) (1.20)
agell3)

Mother-only family 0.80%** 0.96*** 0.85%** 0.85%** 0.85*** 0.81*** 0.82x**
(ever in the last Syears) (0.3) (0.30) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31)

Stepfamily 0.88*** 0.76%* 0.86** 0.81** 0.80** 0.87%* 0.88***
(ever inthelast 5 years) (0.34) (0.33) (0.39) (0.34) (0.34) (0.39) (0.34)

Other non-intact family 1.00** 0.97** 1.00** 1.08** 1.08** 0.86** 0.87**



(ever inthelast 5 years) (0.42) (0.42) (0.42) (0.42) (0.42) (0.43) (0.43)

Number of family -0.12 -0.10 -0.11 -0.15 -0.15 -0.09 -0.09
structure changes (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12)
Log Likelihood -470.72 -471.38 -470.08  -468.31 -468.17 -467.60 -467.55

NOTE: All modelsinclude controls for background characteristics and duration measures. Standard errors appear in
parentheses. * Significant at the .10 level. **Significant at the .05 level. ***Significant at the .01 level



